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1. Introduction and background 
The Minister for the Environment has requested that the Environmental Protection Authority 
(EPA) review the revised Motorplex Noise Management Plan (NMP) prepared by the 
Western Australian Sports Centre Trust (WASCT) and provide advice under Section 46(1) of 
the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) on possible changes to the Environmental 
Conditions relating to noise management. The request relates to Environmental Condition 7-1 
of Statement 531 issued on 20 December 1999 allowing the Kwinana International Motorplex 
to be implemented. 
Background 
Following release of the proponents Public Environmental Review (PER) in June 1999 (ERM 
1999), the EPA reported to the then Minister for the Environment on the Kwinana 
International Motorplex proposal in September 1999 in Bulletin 948 (EPA, 1999). That report 
discussed the matter of noise in some detail. 
The then Minister for the Environment considered the EPA report pursuant to Section 45 of 
the EP Act and determined that the proposal may be implemented subject to the 
Environmental Conditions of Statement 531 which were issued in December 1999. 
The EPA provided further advice on possible changes to the Environmental Conditions in 
March 2000 in Bulletin 973 (EPA, 2000), however the suggested changes were not 
progressed. 
Condition 7-1 of Statement 531 required the preparation of a NMP and the proponent’s NMP 
was approved in December 2000. There was a requirement for the NMP to be revised 
following the collection of operational noise monitoring data from the Motorplex operation. 
The NMP has now been revised in close consultation with the Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP), the WASCT, an external acoustic consultant and Kwinana Motorplex Pty 
Ltd using information gathered from noise monitoring during the first, second and third 
seasons of operation. 
In June 2003, the Minister for the Environment requested that the EPA review the revised 
NMP and report on possible changes to the Environmental Conditions relating to noise 
management under Section 46(1) of the EP Act. 
As part of this review, the EPA released the proponent’s document (which contained both the 
original and revised NMP) for four weeks public review from 22 September to 20 October 
2003. 

2. Context of this report 
The EPA first reported to the then Minister for the Environment on the Kwinana International 
Motorplex proposal in September 1999 in Bulletin 948.  The EPA summarised its findings on 
noise on pages 9 and 10 of that Bulletin.  
The information provided in this report should not be interpreted as amending the EPA advice 
given in Bulletin 948. In relation to noise, the EPA did not conclude that the proposal could 
meet the EPA’s objectives. In particular the EPA advised in Bulletin 948 that any activity 
which consistently and substantially exceeds the assigned noise levels pursuant to the Noise 
Regulations may well be judged under Section 49 of the EP Act to “unreasonably interfere 
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with the health, welfare, convenience, comfort or amenity” of the people most closely 
exposed to the noise. 
The decision to allow the Motorplex to be implemented was made by the then Minister for the 
Environment in December 1999 and as such the EPA is not revisiting the issue of whether 
noise can be managed to meet its objectives but focussing on whether the revised NMP is 
consistent with the proposal as defined by the proponent in the original PER. 

3. Report 
This report is in two sections, comprising: 

a) a review of the revised NMP; and 
b) advice on whether the Environmental Conditions should be changed. 

A list of organisations that made submissions is included in Appendix 1 and References are 
listed in Appendix 2.  Environmental Condition Statement 531, published on 20 December 
1999 is presented in Appendix 3.   
Appendix 4 contains a summary of the public submissions and the proponent’s response. The 
summary of public submissions and the proponent’s response are included as a matter of 
information only and do not form part of the EPA’s report and recommendations. The EPA 
has considered issues arising from this process in its review. 

3.1 Review of the revised NMP 
Description 
The revised NMP has been prepared in close consultation with noise specialists at the DEP. 
In negotiating the revised NMP, the DEP has sought to bring the overall NMP framework in 
line with the original PER. Where deviations were required for operational reasons, the DEP 
has sought to obtain an equivalent “offset” from the proponent.  The intention of the “offset” 
is to ensure that the overall “noise dose” (an indication of the total sound energy) received by 
the local community is broadly the same as envisaged in the original PER. 
The noise limits specified in the original NMP were 95 dB(A) for 10% of any 4 hour period 
(drag racing) and 80 dB(A) for 25% of any 4 hour period (speedway). The original NMP 
allowed a noise level 5dB higher than predicted in the original PER to allow for noise 
prediction uncertainty. However, since monitoring has subsequently shown that the 
operations have largely complied with the original predictions, this allowance has been 
removed in the revised NMP and a percentage compliance criterion has been specified. The 
revised NMP specifies a limit of 90 dB(A) for 99.4% of the time for drag racing and 75 
dB(A) for 97.5% of the time for speedway. 
For drag racing, the percentage of racing time was underestimated in the original PER (10% 
predicted versus 12% actual). The revised NMP now specifies a maximum racing time (12% 
drag racing, 25% speedway) since this is a parameter that the operator can control directly 
whereas a percentage compliance time requires feedback from the noise monitoring. 
The original NMP allowed the public address system to operate at a maximum of 70 dB(A), 
whereas the revised NMP seeks to manage noise from all miscellaneous activities and 
includes a limit of 55 dB(A) for 50% of the time. 
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To compensate or provide an “offset” for periods when the noise may be higher than 
predicted (0.6% drag racing, 2.5% speedway) and the greater percentage of racing time (12% 
instead of 10% for drag racing), the revised NMP reduces the duration of each event by 2 
hours. This means that the “noise dose” will be about the same as that predicted in the 
original PER.  
Agency and public comments  
There was limited public interest in the review with only three submissions received. The 
Town of Kwinana supported the revised NMP but reiterated its concern over the impact on 
the remaining residents of Hope Valley. The Conservation Council of Western Australia 
expressed its concern about the impact of noise levels on residences and the National 
Association of Speedway Racing expressed its concern at the stringency of the noise 
restrictions. 
Complaints 
The number of complaints has dropped off considerably over the three racing seasons and 
while this may in part be due to the relocation of residents from Hope Valley, it is also 
possible that many complainants have become complacent believing there is little point 
complaining as nothing is going to change anyway. 
Both the original and revised NMP’s allow up to 60 speedway events per year, which is much 
greater than the number currently being run and complaints could potentially increase if 60 
events were run. 
The area subject to the greatest noise impact is Hope Valley and the EPA noted in Bulletin 
948 that if Government took early action to change the residential status of the Hope Valley 
area, there would be a substantial reduction in the level of impact from noise on the 
community.  While substantial progress has been made, the EPA reiterates its 
recommendation that the change in residential status be completed as early as possible.  

Assessment 
The EPA notes that the revised NMP has been prepared in close consultation with noise 
specialists at the DEP. 
The EPA notes that the “offset” presented in the revised NMP of reducing the duration of 
each event by 2 hours means that the “noise dose” (an indication of total sound energy) will 
be about the same as that predicted in the original PER. The EPA accepts the DEP advice that 
this is an appropriate “offset” in this circumstance. 
Summary 
Having particular regard to the: 
(a) revised NMP being prepared in close consultation with the DEP; and 
(b) revised NMP managing the “noise dose” in line with that predicted in the original     

PER; 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the revised NMP manages noise consistent with the noise 
predictions in the original PER and as such should replace the original NMP and be 
implemented as soon as practicable. 

3.2 Should the Environmental Conditions be changed? 
The EPA considers that existing Condition 7-1, requiring the preparation and implementation 
of an NMP to the satisfaction of the Minister for the Environment on advice from the EPA, 
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provides an adequate mechanism to manage noise consistent with the original PER and as 
such it recommends that no change to the Environmental conditions is necessary. 

4. Conclusion 
This report is the response of the EPA to the Ministers request that the EPA review the 
revised NMP and report on possible changes to the Environmental Conditions under Section 
46(1) of the EP Act. However, the information provided in this report should not be 
interpreted as amending the EPA advice given in Bulletin 948. 
The EPA believes the revised NMP represents an improvement over the original NMP and 
brings the noise management of the facility in line with the original PER proposal. The EPA 
recommends that the revised NMP be implemented. 
The EPA concludes that the current condition 7-1 relating to noise management is adequate 
and as such recommends no change to the existing Environmental Conditions. 
 
 
 

4 



 

 
 

Appendix 1 
 

List of Submitters 

 



 

 
State/Local Government 
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Appendix 4 
 

Summary of Public Submissions and Proponent’s Response 



 

 
  

1. The Town of Kwinana advises that it supports the proposed revised Motorplex Noise 
Management Plan but reiterates its concerns about the potential for negative noise 
impacts upon the remaining residents of Hope Valley and Medina. Could the 
proponent comment on this? 

  
Response: 
The Town of Kwinana's support for the proposed Revised Noise Management Plan is 
noted as is its concerns about the potential for negative noise impacts upon the 
remaining residents of Hope Valley and Medina. 
  
The proponent advises that over the first three years of operation, the operators have 
endeavoured to keep noise impacts to a minimum, which has resulted in a low level 
and diminishing number of complaints over the period. 
  
The majority of noise complaints have come from Hope Valley, which the proponent 
understands is now zoned light industrial and within the next two years there will be 
virtually no residents living in the area. 
  
The only complaints which have emanated from Medina have coincided with unusual 
meteorological conditions associated with a low cloud cover and northerly winds. 

  
  

2. The Conservation Council of Western Australia (CCWA) advises that it supports the 
ongoing management of this facility, but believes the noise is much worse than 
envisaged at the time of construction. The CCWA suggests the operators should be 
encouraged to reduce noise, not increase levels as proposed because they cannot meet 
the original proposed levels. Racing and Drag vehicles can reduce noise. During the 
worst times the noise can be heard in Rockingham and Henderson, whereas the 
monitoring is close to the facility, consideration should be taken to the loss of lifestyle 
for residents in surrounding suburbs. Could the proponent comment on this matter? 

 
Response: 
The proponent acknowledges and thanks the CCWA's support of the ongoing 
management of this facility.   

  
The noise levels resulting from racing at the Motorplex were predicted during the pre-
construction phase and documented in the PER.  The predicted noise levels at Hope 
Valley were between 97 dB(A) and 72 dB(A) for Drag Racing (depending on vehicle 
type) and 74 dB(A) for Speedway.  The allowable noise levels in the proposed NMP 
are 90 dB(A) for Drag Racing and 75 dB(A) for Speedway.  It can therefore be seen 
that there is no proposal to increase the noise levels.  In addition to this, the results of 
the noise monitoring to date, show that the predicted noise levels are being met at all 
times except during the presence of unusual meteorological conditions that enhance 
noise propagation over distance. 

  
The monitoring of noise at 1km provides the most accurate method of determining 
compliance with the noise management plan criteria.  Noise measurements at 
distances greater than this will be highly affected by the meteorological conditions 
and would not accurate reflect the noise emissions from the complex. 

 



 

  
  
3. The National Association of Speedway Racing (NASR), the National Governing Body 

for Speedway racing in Australia, believes that the Noise Management Plan is 
extremely restrictive for any speedway to operate within. NASR is concerned by the 
reduction from 80dB(A) to 75dB(A) at 1000 metres as they believe that even with the 
best internationally recognised speedway mufflers that the levels at 1000 metres are 
more likely to between 80 and 85dB(A). This of course is dependent on 
meteorological conditions however it appears that the proposed reduction from 
80dB(A) to 75dB(A) will, or may be measured in the 'worst case' meteorological 
conditions. NASR note that it is proposed to allow a small percentage of time where 
the 75dB(A) may be exceeded however they still believe that the base level should be 
at least 80dB(A) but probably closer to 85dB(A) to realistically have compliance. 
Could the proponent comment on this matter? 
  
Response: 
The proponent supports the comments made by NASR however feel that 75dB(A) 
should be achievable in most meteorological conditions. It should be noted that only 
one complaint was received from speedway activities last year which demonstrates 
that there should be no issues in retaining the 80dB(A) level for speedway activities. 
  
  

4. NASR note that during last season there was just 1 (one) complaint that could be 
attributed to speedway racing noise, which clearly indicates that speedway noise of 
80dB(A) at 1000 metres does not represent any noise issue. It should also be noted 
that the speedway racing previously occurred with very few complaints at Claremont, 
which was completely, and closely surrounded by houses in an inner Perth suburb and 
now the Kwinana location has 2km separation from residential zoned areas. It seems 
quite unnecessary to tighten the speedway noise levels when: 
a)      they are already considerably lower than other activities held at the venue. 
b)      there are virtually no complaints generated from the actual speedway racing 

noise with the existing 80dB(A) at 1000m. 
c)      the racers will have a great deal of technical difficultly in complying with the 

new lower levels as nearly all speedway racing mufflers are designed and built 
in the USA. 

d)      according to surveys, the spectators rate noise as an important part of the 
attraction to speedway racing events. 

e)      over 225,000 people visited Quit Motorplex last season enjoying the atmosphere 
which includes the noise component. 

f)        the existing speedway noise levels have been accepted by the local residents. 
Could the proponents comment on this matter? 
  
Response: 
The proponent concurs with the comments made by NASR. 
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